Where did he get that from? 
On the character of MONIER-WILLIAMS’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary 


By ROLAND STEINER, Halle (Marburg) 


Summary: Basically since the time of their publication it has been generally known that the Sanskrit dictionar- 
ies written by MONIER-WILLIAMS (1872 and 1899) and both of the Petersburg dictionaries (BÖHTLINGK/ROTH 
1855-1875 and BOHTLINGK 1879-1889) are interdependent, which no one working with these works philologi- 
cally for a prolonged period of time will fail to notice. Due to its well-structured layout and its English rather 
than German equivalents for many Sanskrit scholars the 1899 second edition of the “MONIER-WILLIAMS” has 
emerged as the primary — and quite often sole — source of consultation for questions regarding Sanskrit lexis. 
Since for the majority of cases MONIER-WILLIAMS does not offer exact — if any — literary evidence for the pro- 
posed meanings translated from German, any user working philologically will have to refer to the Petersburg 
dictionaries for evidence. Surprisingly, this fact does not seem to be generally recognized anymore or is even 
challenged partially or in full with reference to an article by LADISLAV ZGUSTA (1988). In his article ZGUSTA 
studies the relationship between the dictionary of MONIER-WILLIAMS in its 1“ edition of 1872 and the large Pe- 
tersburg dictionary developing seven categories to determine the respective degree of textual dependence. In 
conclusion he attests MONIER-WILLIAMS complete independence “in respect to the general plan of the arrange- 
ment of his dictionary, or its macrostructure; and in respect to his semantics, or the way in which he handles the 
description of meaning by English equivalents.” 


This article tries to show that this assessment does not do justice to the actual relations. On the one hand ZGUSTA 
is making a principal methodical error in only investigating those instances where BOHTLINGK himself aimed at 
providing proof of MONIER-WILLIAMS’ dependence. On the other hand he is mistaken regarding a couple of 
details or draws incorrect conclusions from them. As a result, when inquiring about the meanings of a Sanskrit 
word derived from and applicable to certain sources, MONIER-WILLIAMS is of little help and consulting the Pe- 
tersburg dictionaries the best option. 


Today MONIER- WILLIAMS’ “Sanskrit-English Dictionary” is without doubt by far the most 
widely used bilingual Sanskrit dictionary, specifically its second “new edition, greatly 
enlarged and improved” that was published in 1899 by the Oxford Clarendon Press. There are 
several reasons for this. First, it is a good dictionary in the way it presents itself to us. It en- 
compasses a vast vocabulary as well as reliable translations. Second, it yields practical bene- 
fits. Localizing words is facilitated by their particular arrangement — which comes in handy 
especially for beginners — furthermore, all Sanskrit words are also presented in Roman tran- 
scription. The layout is clear, it comes in one volume and it is comparatively convenient in 
size — which has lost some of its appeal in the digital era, however. Last but not least, its sec- 
ond language is English. 


* The present paper is a slightly revised version of a German lecture presented by me at the “33. Deutscher Ori- 
entalistentag” (“33. German Oriental Studies Conference”) in Jena (Germany) on September 18, 2017. I am most 
grateful to JOACHIM STEINER (Cologne) for the English translation and a last check of the final version. — The 
original German version is published in Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenländischen Gesellschaft 170.1 (2020), 
pp. 107-117. 

' ZGUSTA 1988, p. 161. 
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In the anglophone world — yet apparently also elsewhere — these undeniable advantages have 
lead to the “MONIER-WILLIAMS” usually being consulted first regarding issues concerning 
Sanskrit lexis. In principle, there is nothing wrong with that unless it remains the only dic- 
tionary being consulted in more advanced problems. The exclusive use of the “MONIER- 
WILLIAMS” becomes particularly problematic when the English translations are ambiguous in 
their intended meaning or when the given translations need to be checked against references 
in the Sanskrit literature or investigated more thoroughly in their respective textual contexts. 
The reasons for this are principally known, since at the time of publication of the first edition 
of the “MONIER-WILLIAMS” in 1872 (MW') one did not fail to notice in professional circles 
that this dictionary is mainly based on the volumes of a Sanskrit-German dictionary, namely 
“the large Petersburg Dictionary” (PW)” by OTTO BÖHTLINGK and RUDOLPH ROTH as far as 
they had been published: 


PW 1852-1875 
vol. 1-6 1852-1871 
MW! 1872 
PW 
vol. 7 (sa-ha) 1872-1875 
pw 1879-1889 
MW’ 1899 


While the large PW by BÖHTLINGK and ROTH is a philological dictionary that is based 
“largely on their own interpretations of texts previously largely untranslated and not yet stud- 
ied by European philological methods’ and never fails to provide literary evidence for its 
proposed translations, the first “MONIER-WILLIAMS” edition of 1872 often contributes nothing 
more than newly-arranged translations of entries of the PW while usually refraining from 
providing literary evidence — by the way this is one of the reasons why this dictionary suc- 
ceeded in being comparatively concise even in its second enlarged edition. 


Soon after concluding his work on the large Petersburg Dictionary in 1875 BOHTLINGK started 
working on what came later to be known as the “small Petersburg dictionary” (pw) that on 
the one hand managed to be shorter than the large dictionary by leaving out literary evidence 
that can be found in the latter already while on the other hand recording numerous new entries 
of words and meanings including literary evidence for them. In 1899, for the second edition 
of his Sanskrit-English dictionary, that is the version that completely replaced the 1872 first 
edition and is the only one being used today, MONIER-WILLIAMS proceeded in a similar man- 
ner as he did in 1872 with the then published part of the large Petersburg Dictionary. As well 
as for the layout and arrangement of the dictionary it is for this reason that the “MONIER- 
WILLIAMS” is substantially a good and useful dictionary since for the most part the German 
equivalents of the meaning of the Sanskrit words are translated into English extraordinarily 
reliably and precisely. 


? The abbreviation “PW” stands for the German designation “Petersburger Wörterbuch” which means “Peters- 
burg dictionary.” 

> ZGUSTA 1988, p. 152. 

* The abbrevation “PW” in capital letters designates the large Petersburg dictionary (1852-1875), whereas “pw” 
in small letters stands for the small Petersburg dictionary (1879-1889). 
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This is all well-known among Sankritists — or at least it should be — and becomes immediately 
apparent to anyone working with these three dictionaries over a prolonged period of time. 
Thus, it is even more astonishing that in the global digital exchange questions arise frequently 
for example as to where a certain word that is listed in the “MONIER-WILLIAMS” can be found 
in a Sanskrit text given there without page reference as a source for a certain meaning. Regu- 
larly, answering comes easy because the exact location is almost always given in the large 
PW or, if not, in the small pw. When pointing out the respective entries in the Petersburg dic- 
tionary one often gets the reply that it is “nothing new” that the “MONIER-WILLIAMS” is 
“obliged” to the Petersburg dictionaries; besides it is added that the exact relationship of the 
MW and the Petersburg dictionaries was “carefully evaluated” in an article published in 
1988.” What is meant by that is an essay featured in the journal “Lexicographica” by Czech- 
American linguist and lexicographist LADISLAV ZGUSTA, who had covered the same topic in a 
contribution written in German as early as 1986. Let us take a closer look at these two arti- 
cles. 


I shall point out first where I am trying to go with this. At the heart of this paper lies a purely 
practical interest: What does one have to know about the character of the “MONIER- 
WILLIAMS” to draw the practical conclusions accordingly? Questions going beyond this, es- 
pecially whether the “MONIER-WILLIAMS” is a case of plagiarism® as well as in what sense or 
to what extent that may be the case will not be addressed. 


Returning to the two articles by ZGUSTA, the topic of his investigations are the accusations of 
plagiarism against MONIER-WILLIAMS made by BOHTLINGK in the preface to the 4" volume 
of the small pw. Hence it is obvious that both articles by ZGUSTA concern themselves with the 
relationship between the first edition “MONIER-WILLIAMS” of 1872 (MW') and the large PW, 
that warrants every attention from a scholarly historical perspective. However, for today’s 
practical purposes it should be only of interest how the second greatly enlarged edition of 
1899 relates to both Petersburg dictionaries. Pointing to “ZGUSTA” is thus at least in this con- 
text not immediately pertinent. Yet studying ZGUSTA’s elaborations on the characteristics of 
the first edition of 1872 may be helpful in providing clues as to how MONIER-WILLIAMS pro- 
ceeded for the second edition of his dictionary. 


In the aforementioned preface to the 4"" volume of the small pw BOHTLINGK had tried to show 
that “MONIER-WILLIAMS” had “copied or translated” the large PW “uncritically,” “in good 
faith and trust,” “sometimes completely unreflecting,” and “often without verifying.” Thus, he 
lists 35 cases as “proof” or “samples,” where he claims MONIER-WILLIAMS had copied defi- 
nite mistakes off the PW. ZGUSTA notes initially that “it remains unclear why BOHTLINGK 
waited with his accusations for so long” - that is eleven years — to which he finds “no good 
answer.” Though not concerning the factual weight of his points this question is nonetheless 


° See also SILK 2020, p. 275, n. 28: “See Ladislav Zgusta [...] (1988) [...], for a very fair appraisal of the relation 
between the two resources.” 

° Cp. ZGUSTA 1986, p. 251: “In der konkreten Situation kann man sagen, daß es sich hier um wirkliches Plagiari- 
sieren handelt.” In my translation: “In the concrete situation one can say that it concerns real plagiarizing here.” 

7 «T...] und es bleibt unklar, warum er [sc., Böhtlingk] so lange gewartet hat” (ZGUSTA 1986, p. 249). 

8 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 153. 
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justified and can nowadays be answered thanks to the investigations by AGNES STACHE- 
WEISKE (2015). Initially, BOHTLINGK had ignored the dictionary of MONIER-WILLIAMS for 
the most part, since there are no citations or references to Sanskrit texts. In 1881 at the latest, 
MONIER- WILLIAMS, however, planned a new edition of this dictionary alarming his Oxonian 
rival MAX MÜLLER, who urged BÖHTLINGK “to compose a list of mistakes MONIER- 
WILLIAMS had copied.” BOHTLINGK initially regarded this as “a waste of time” yet decided 
later for different reasons to “make the accusations known to the public,” among other rea- 
sons probably because the idea had arisen to work on an English translation of the small pw to 
be published in the Oxford Clarendon Press and to be carried out by BOHTLINGK’s friend and 
colleague CARL CAPPELLER from Jena.” 


ZGUSTA split the accusations made by BOHTLINGK into seven distinct categories in order to 
“analyze the arguments and counterarguments.”'” In his examination he draws the conclusion 
that for 18 out of the 35 cases there is solid proof of a direct copy. This consists of evidence 
that MONIER-WILLIAMS “copied mechanically and without any checking or criticism” and 
“repeated even misprints.”'' ZGUSTA is even more concerned about cases where MONIER- 
WILLIAMS tacitly adopts not just “factual data, but original ideas,” ° or conjectures or emen- 
dations of the PW. In the majority of these examples “factual data or similar information 
given in PW” are simply “repeated” '” in MONIER-WILLIAMS’ dictionary. So much about the 
rather unsurprising assessment of the first half of the instances brought forward by BOHT- 
LINGK. For our purpose it is more interesting to concern ourselves with those cases deemed 
more ambiguous by ZGUSTA where he attests MONIER-WILLIAMS’ dictionary at least partial 
independence from the PW. Let us take a closer look at those cases. 


The third category (“C”) introduced by ZGUSTA consists of examples where MONIER- 
WILLIAMS “adopted a mistake,” yet “obviously made some independent observations.”'* First 
sample: 


MONIER-WILLIAMS adopted from the PW the entries dyuka (“owl”) und dyukari (“crow” 

including the remark that these are “wrong forms for dyuka and dyukari,” which are, however, 
simple misprints for ghüka and ghikari in the PW. According to ZGUSTA, MONIER- WILLIAMS 
should be attributed with the accomplishment of further mentioning the “morphological struc- 
*!> dyuka-ari “the owl’s enemy.” I will not comment on whether it should be regarded as 
an independent achievement firstly to repeat the erroneous word dyuka in the analysis and 


ture 


? See STACHE-WEISKE 2015 for details. 

10 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 154. 

'l «| Belege, die zeigen, daß Monier-Williams mechanisch und ohne Überprüfung abschrieb, so daß er sogar 
(Druckfehler übernommen hat” (ZGUSTA 1986, p. 249). 

2 «| ] Fälle [...], wo Monier-Williams nicht eine Angabe, sondern einen Gedanken vom PW übernimmt” 
(ZGUSTA 1986, p. 249). 

3 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 154. 

14 ef |] Fälle, wo zwar Monier-Williams einen Fehler übernommen hat, es ist aber ganz klar, daß er sich unab- 
hängige Überlegungen machte” (ZGUSTA 1986, p. 250). 

5 “morphologische Struktur” (ZGUSTA 1986, p. 250); “analysis” (ZGUSTA 1988, p. 156). 
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secondly having an insight into the “morphological structure” that is likely to be based on his 
own Lemma ghükäri copied off the PW.'° 


Unfortunately, the second case is a bit more intricate. The large PW is giving the analysis of 
the long compound naivasamjnandsamjndayatana as naiva-samjnana-asamjnd-ayatana “the 
place (ayatana) where there is no (na + eva) thinking (samjndna) and no not-thinking 
(asamjna).”'’ The correct analysis can be found in the later small pw: naiva-samjnä-na- 
asamjna-adyatana “the place (äyatana) where there is no conciousness at all (naivasamjna) 
and also no nonconsciousness (na-asamjnda).”'* As usual, the meaning proposed by the PW is 
translated literally by MONIER-WILLIAMS who, however, independently adds na (indicated by 
me in bold print): 


thinking (sanjndna) and no (na) not-thinking (a-sanjna). 


Possibly, this is a reflection of the correct insight that asamjna on its own cannot mean “no 
not-thinking” (PW)'’; however, while it is correct to analyze na-asamjnä — even not regarding 
anything else — samjnana cannot be correct simultaneously. The result proposed by MONIER- 
WILLIAMS, that deviates from the PW in one detail, is thus incorrect, too. 


Now to the third example. The large PW cites the compound bhägapahärajäti, which is as 
usual adopted unchanged by MONIER-WILLIAMS. However, the text cited (“Colebr[ooke] 
Alg[ebra] 15”) reads bhadgdpavahajati. Hence, MONIER-WILLIAMS copied the note without 
verification. According to ZGUSTA it is his own work, however, to note that the second sylla- 
ble — °ga° in bhagapa® — is contracted from bhäga- and apa-. In fact, this observation — while 
being rather unimportant anyway — is indicated in the PW already.”° 


Number 4. For the word bhäraka “burden, weight” MONIER-WILLIAMS adopts the incorrect 
gender classification “neuter” (instead of the correct “masculine”) from the PW. However, 
ZGUSTA points out that MONIER-WILLIAMS in comparison with the PW added the adjective 
bharakas, bharika, bharakam “loaded with” further remarking that it can be found at the end 
of compounds.”' According to ZGUSTA the note of this adjectival use is missing in the large 
PW but is found in the small pw (with literary evidence found independently)” yet without 
indicating MONIER-WILLIAMS — ZGUSTA deems this to be proof that a lexicographical entry 


16 MW': “dyuka, as, m. an owl. — Dyukäri (°ka-ari), is, m. ‘the owl’s enemy,’ a crow; (wrong forms for dyüka 
and dyükari.).” — MW': “ghüka, as, m. an owl. — Ghükäri (°ka- ari), is, m. a crow (enemy of the owl). — PW: 
“ghukari (ghüka + ari) m. Krähe (Feind der Eule) H. 1322.” 

' PW: “der Ort (äyatana) wo es kein (na + eva) Denken (samjnäna) und kein Nichtdenken (asamjnä) giebt.“ 

'S pw: “der Ort, wo es gar kein Bewusstsein (naivasamjnä) und auch kein Nichtbewusstsein (na-asamjnä) giebt.” 
'° PW: “kein Nichtdenken.” 

2 PW: “bhägäpahärajäti (1. bhäga - a° + ja°) f. assimilation of fractional decrease, reduction to uniformity of a 
decrease by a fraction, or the subtraction of a part COLEBR. Alg. 15.” — MW': “Bhägäpahära-jäti (°ga-ap’), is, 
f. assimilation of quantities by fractional decrease, reduction of quantities to uniformity by the subtraction of a 
fraction.” 

21 MW'!: “Bharaka, am, n. a load, burden, weight, a particular weight; (as, ika, am), loaded with, (at the end of 
comps.; cf. phani-bhärika.)” 

? pw: “bhäraka (wohl m.) — 1) Bürde, Tracht, Last. — 2) ein best. Gewicht, = bhära 4) HEMÄDRI 1,391,14 (am 
Ende eines adj. Comp.).” 
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can travel from one dictionary (i.e. MW in this case) to the next (i.e. to the small pw in this 
case). However, in fact the adjectival use of bharaka is already described in the large PW 
including — hardly surprisingly just like MONIER-WILLIAMS — an indication of the compound 
phanibhärikä (“the tree Ficus Oppositifolia”).”° 


Fifth and last case of this category: The large PW lists a word bhürisah or bhirisah from the 
Rgveda. This misprint of the correct form bhurisdh or bhurisäh too is copied by MONIER- 
WILLIAMS who, additionally, includes an explanation given by the commentary of “Säyana””* 
yet without noticing the mistake.” On this BOHTLINGK notes dryly: “He looked it up.””° 


The fourth category (“D”) is comprised of cases that ZGUSTA deems “not absolutely conclu- 
sive,” while judging the likelihood that MONIER-WILLIAMS again copied off the PW as “over- 
whelming.””’ Since it is not our aim to find evidence for plagiarism by MONIER-WILLIAMS 
that holds up in court we can just as well adjourn this category. 


In a further section (“F”) ZGUSTA compares “that part written when PW was available” to 
MONIER- WILLIAMS in 1872 (i.e. volumes 1-5 and parts of volume 6 of the PW), “and that 
part written when it was not” (i.e. volume 7 of the PW). He draws the conclusion that “in 


those parts where MW could not rely on PW, he gives much fewer forms, particularly the less 


frequent Vedic ones””; “the morphological richness especially of the Vedic forms is adopted 


literally from the PW.”°” 


ZGUSTA’s next category (“G”) covers the important aspect of “semantics” where he studies 
“the treatment of meaning in the two dictionaries.” In this context he sees MONIER-WILLIAMS’ 
dictionary emerging “as an independent work.” °! The entry of the root kr “to make” serves as 
an example for his claim. Despite both dictionaries offering collocations that are partially 
identical he identifies constructions such as “kanyam kri, to violate a maiden”? that is only 
mentioned by MONIER-WILLIAMS while allegedly missing in the PW. In fact the PW, how- 
ever, lists under the root kar as its 20" meaning “to harm someone (acc.)” and gives the ex- 
ample of the phrase kanyam kar “to rape a girl.””* Furthermore, ZGUSTA compares the entries 
regarding adhi-kr in both dictionaries perceiving in this case “an independent treatment” in 


3 PW: “bhäraka (von bhara) n. Bürde, Tracht, Last. paläla® M. 11, 133. bhrtam ca satam ustranam 
ratnabharanabharakaih KATHÄS. 44, 76. dhrtagomamsa® adj. 26, 156. Vgl. phanibharika.” — PW (Vol. 5, 
“Verbesserungen und Nachträge zu Theil I-V,” p. 1657): “bharaka KATHAS. 57, 26. 59, 44. 103, 184. 194. An 
mehreren Stellen wohl ein best. Gewicht; vgl. bhara 4).” 

** See SLAJE 2010. 

°° MW!: “Bhüri-shah or bhüri-shäh, t, m., Ved. (a chariot) bearing or carrying much (Say. = bhüri- 
bharasya sodha).” 

°° “Fr hat die Stelle nachgeschlagen” (pw, vol. 4, p. III). 

°7 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 157. 

°8 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 158. 

® ZGUSTA 1988, p. 159. 

30 «T,..] daß der morphologische Reichtum vor allem der vedischen Formen aus dem PW ganz buchstäblich über- 
nommen ist” (ZGUSTA 1986, p. 250). 

31 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 159. 

3? MW': 246. The quotation — “kanyän [sic] kr ‘to rape a girl’” — actually given by ZGUSTA (1988: 159) is not 
accurate. 

3 PW: “Jmd (acc.) Etwas anhaben.” 

34 PW: “ein Mädchen entehren.” 
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MONIER-WILLIAMS’ dictionary. He finds the meanings to be “identical”, but “organized in a 
different way.” 


However, he regards the entries made by MONIER-WILLIAMS prior to the PW being available 
to him as more solid evidence for his independence. These entries are meant to show that 
MONIER-WILLIAMS was capable of depicting meanings of a word independently of the PW. I 
leave it up to the judgment of the reader whether this could yield anything substantial about 
the lion’s share of his dictionary for which he was able to use the PW. Nevertheless, let us 
take a look at the example chosen by ZGUSTA. Namely, he compares both entries regarding 
the Sanskrit verb ava-sad. Indeed, the connection between the root sad with ava is only 
treated in the 7” and last volume of the PW that was not at MONIER-WILLIAMS’ disposal at the 
time. While ZGUSTA notes eventually that MONIER-WILLIAMS is “much shorter,””® he contin- 
ues by stating that MONIER-WILLIAMS’ “translational equivalents, however, (except some 
interpretations of isolated text passages) cover the same scope of meanings at large as the 
more numerous interpretations in the PW.””’ What follows from that is a different story, yet 
in fact MONIER-WILLIAMS would have been able to deduct even these semantic fields from 
the PW — just not from the root ,,sad with ava“ but from the lemma of one of its nominal de- 
rivatives. The cognate noun avasdda, for example, was recorded under the vocal a- immedi- 
ately in the first volume of the PW.** 


The last remaining category (“E”) concerns the “macrostructure” of the “MONIER-WILLIAMS” 
meaning the “organization of the entries and subentries and their sequence” where MONIER- 
WILLIAMS undeniably leads his own way. The most important difference between both Pe- 
tersburg dictionaries and MONIER-WILLIAMS’ dictionary lies of course in the fact that in the 
PW prefixed verbs immediately follow the respective unprefixed root while MONIER- 


WILLIAMS “listed each prefixed form in its own place in the Sanskrit alphabetical se- 


quence.”” 


At the end of his discourse ZGUSTA argues that — apart from the evident dependencies — the 
dictionary of MONIER-WILLIAMS “palpably is quite independent” or even “completely inde- 
pendent” regarding two aspects: On the one hand “MONIER-WILLIAMS” follows its own logic 
concerning the macrostructure and organization of the entries. This assessment is certainly to 
be endorsed in full; yet to my knowledge it has never been disputed by anyone anyway. On 
the other hand, he finds the lexicographer MONIER-WILLIAMS to be likewise “quite” or even 


35 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 159. 

°° ZGUSTA 1986, p. 251 (“viel kürzer“). 

37 [...] seine [sc. MW’s] Äquivalentangaben bedecken jedoch (mit Ausnahme einiger isolierter Stellendeutun- 
gen) denselben Bereich der Bedeutungen in seiner Gesamtheit wie die zahlreicheren Interpretationen in dem 
groBen PW“ (ZGUSTA 1986, p. 251). Cp. ZGUSTA 1988, p. 159: “Obviously, MW does not offer as many transla- 
tional equivalents for the various types of contexts, but this and many other entries show that MONIER- WILLIAMS 
was able to cover the meaning of his entry (barring occasional contextual nuances) even when the model of PW 
was absent.” 

38 Cp. MW': “ava-sad, cl. 1. P. -sidati, -sattum, to sink down, to faint; become disheartened, be exhausted, per- 
ish, come to an end: Caus. -sädayati, -yitum, to cause to sink, dispirit, render downhearted, to ruin.” — PW: “ava- 
sada (von sad mit ava) m. 1) das Niedersitzen [...] — 2) das Sinken, Abnahme [...] — 3) Abnahme der Kräfte, 
Mattigkeit [...]| — 4) Sinken des Muths, Bestürzung |...].” (I omitted the literary evidence from the PW.) 

3 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 157. 

4 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 158. 
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“completely independent of PW [...] in respect to his semantics, or the way in which he han- 
dies the description of meaning by Englisch equivalents (cat[egory] G ...).”*' This has to be 
rebutted completely, as having subjected to a critical examination the examples given by 
ZGUSTA we find them to be either based on evidently incorrect claims or failing to provide 
reasoning for the conclusions drawn from them. Apart from that, it must generally be asked, 
how an investigation of just 35 points could have helped our purpose in light of the enormous 
dimensions of these dictionaries. Like all text critics BÖHTLINGK was looking for common 
obvious mistakes that could not have occurred independently from one another, in order to 
provide proof for the later “MONIER-WILLIAMS” being dependent on the earlier PW. Yet, had 
this endeavor failed completely, even then there would still be countless instances of flawless 
precise concordances that cannot escape the eyes of any extensive user. It literally speaks vol- 
umes about the issue when ERNST LEUMANN - the first longstanding and most important co- 
worker of MONIER-WILLIAMS apart from CARL CAPPELLER — remarks in a letter to BÖHT- 
LINGK regarding the new edition of the “MW” in the September of 1883: 


“It is not without considerable unease that I forward you the first sheet of the new diction- 
ary that has just now been printed. [...] being of the opinion that you should be awarded 
the first right to be informed as to how one intends to make your dictionary available in 
England & India. I am doing so not just with a feeling of extreme gratitude, but really also 
of profound duty that can only be instilled by the dependence on an immense work such 
as Yours.” 


ZGUSTA is entirely right when he declares the PW to be a “philological dictionary, strongly 
tied to concrete texts.”*? However, I believe it to be misguided to view the “MONIER- 
WILLIAMS” in contrast as “capturing the generality of the meaning” and leaving it up “to the 
user to find the suitable translational equivalents for single passages.” ** In reality it appears 
that a majority of proposed meanings in MONIER-WILLIAMS’ dictionary is directly adopted 
from the PW yielding specific risks for any Sanskritist who exclusively consults the 
“MONIER-WILLIAMS,” that I cannot elaborate here. Nonetheless, MONIER-WILLIAMS offers 
original material that cannot be found in the “Petersburg dictionaries” which will also be no- 
ticed by every user at some point. The additional remarks with the abbreviation “MW” are 
particularly prone to catch someone’s eye; however, they are problematic philologically as the 
original source remains hidden. Nevertheless, one can make additional findings in this dic- 
tionary, that I regrettably never collected. Katrin Einicke realized that MONIER-WILLIAMS 
(MW’) makes note of 200 works that are not listed in the small pw (including other editions) 
and that he “mentions 16 abbreviations (for texts as well as names of co-workers) that have 


41 ZGUSTA 1988, pp. 160 and 161. 

#2 “Rs ist nicht ohne ziemliche Beklemmung, daß ich Ihnen den eben erst abgedruckten ersten Bogen des neuen 
Wörterbuchs zukommen lafe. [...] in der Meinung, daß Sie ein erstes Recht darauf haben zu erfahren, wie man 
sich bestrebt Ihr Wörterbuch in England & Indien nutzbar zu machen, und thue es nicht bloß im Gefühl der 
größten Dankbarkeit sondern wirklich auch der tiefsten Pflicht, wie sie eben nur die Abhängigkeit von einem so 
immensen Werke wie das Ihrige einflößen kann“ (quoted in STACHE-WEISKE 2015, p. 333 f.). 

® ZGUSTA 1988, p. 160. 

44 ZGUSTA 1988, p. 160. 
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been added since the first volume of 1872 and also have not been analyzed in the pw.” * Ar- 
guably, it would be promising to dive into this word pool of unknown depth. 
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